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Abstract 
This study was intended to raise learner autonomy among Iranian native speakers of Persian in their L2 (English) and L1 
(Persian) reading comprehension through cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies instruction (CMRSI) in L2. The 
participants were divided into intermediate and advanced English language proficiency levels and then put into control and 
experimental groups. The data collected showed that as a result of CMRSI in L2, the reading strategy awareness and effective use 
as well as reading ability of students increased not only in L2 in which the instruction was given, but also in L1. It is concluded 
that in order to have readers who are autonomous in reading in a given language, say L1, L2, or any further language, we should 
familiarize students with strategic reading and learning. The improvements can also be observed in other languages as a result of 
cross-linguistic transfer of strategies.   
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1. Introduction 
     Reading is an important skill. It can stretch your world and expand the horizon of your knowledge. The 
conceptual developments and cultural knowledge gained through reading transfer to other languages and can have 
positive effects there. Therefore, it can result in language learning autonomy. The concept of ‘autonomy’ has 
assumed an important role in language learning in recent times. Learner autonomy involves learners being aware of 
their own ways of learning, so as to utilize their strengths and work on their weaknesses (Van Lier 1996). 
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Autonomous learners are active and independent in their learning process. They can formulate their own goals, 
and change them to suit their own learning needs and interests. They are aware of and identify the strategies that 
they use to assume greater control over their own learning. Victori and Lockhart (1995) mentioned, learners need 
help in self-directed learning approach through which they set their own needs and objective, choose materials and 
resources in accordance with their goals, monitor and evaluate their own progress over time (metacognitive 
strategies), employ a range of strategies to handle different tasks and learning situations efficiently (cognitive 
strategies) and learn about their attitudes and knowledge as a result of which they can find their learning styles and 
preferences as well as their beliefs and expectations about language learning (metacognitive knowledge). 
 
       The available literature is not so rich on the effect of cognitive and metacognitive reading strategy instruction on 
learner autonomy in L2 and L1 simultaneously. This study is trying to find out whether cognitive and metacognitive 
reading strategies instruction in L2 will have any effects on raising the awareness and effective use of students' 
cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies as well as reading performance both in L2 and L1. Therefore, the 
following hypotheses are suggested: 
1a & b) There is no differential gain for experimental and control groups in English/Persian reading scores 
after the intervention; 
2a & b) The proficiency level of students will have no significant influence over gain in scores from pre to 
post test situation in English/Persian reading scores; 
3a & b) There is no differential gain for experimental and control groups in English/Persian reading 
strategy scores after the intervention;  
4a & b) The proficiency level of students will have no significant influence over gain in scores from pre to 
post test situation in English/Persian reading strategy scores 
 
2. Methodology 
2.1. Participants 
       The subjects of this study were Iranian pre-university boy students of about 18 years  
of age, who had already passed the general English as well as the Persian language and literature courses at the third 
grade of high school.  
 
2.2. Instrumentation 
The following instruments were used in this study: 
 
a) Language Proficiency Test 
  In order to make sure of the homogeneity of the control and experimental groups in terms of their English 
language knowledge, a test battery of Nelson, series 400B was employed. The time allotted was 30 minutes. The test 
was piloted on a similar group of ten students and the reliability of the test scores according to the KR-21 formula 
turned out to be 75.78. 
 
b) Test of Reading Comprehension in English 
In developing the test of reading comprehension in English five passages were selected from the reading 
section of books two and three of New Interchange series (Richards 1997).  
 
Six items were developed for each passage and in all there were thirty items for all five passages. The 
reliability of the test of reading as calculated through the K-R21 formula turned out to be .81.  
 
To determine the concurrent validity of the test of reading in English, the correlation coefficient between 
the Nelson test of proficiency in English and the test of reading comprehension in English in the piloting stage was 
calculated and turned out to be .79. The time allowed was 30 minutes as determined at the piloting stage.  
 
c) Test of reading comprehension in Persian language 
        The reading comprehension test in Persian had two passages, containing 30 items. After administering this test 
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to a similar group of twenty students, the reliability of the scores of this test according to the KR-21 formula at the 
piloting stage was calculated to be 0.82. 
 
d) Questionnaire 
   The strategic approach was measured by means of a five-point Likert scale reading strategies questionnaire 
(Never/ Seldom/ Sometimes/ Usually/ and Always true of me). All the 33 items in this study were adapted from 
different related questionnaires in research-validated studies (e.g., Sheorey R. and Mokhtari, K. 2001; Baker, William 
and Boonkit, Kamonpan 2004) and adopted for the purpose of this study. The strategy questionnaire was in Persian 
so that students felt more comfortable with the questionnaire. The internal consistency reliability coefficient of the 
instrument at the piloting stage was calculated to be 0.78 as it was piloted with 10 students of the similar proficiency 
level taking part in the study.  
 
2.3. Procedure 
     First the Nelson English language proficiency test was administered to 198 students. Those whose scores 
were between –1 and +1 Standard deviation on the normal distribution curve were taken as intermediate and those 
whose scores were above +1 Standard deviation as advanced group. The selected subjects were then put into 
control and experimental groups, each containing 30 students.  
 
       To find out the current reading ability of subjects in L2 reading comprehension, the English language reading 
test as a pretest was administered among the subjects, which was immediately followed by the reading strategy 
questionnaire as a retrospective measure of their strategic reading behavior. In the next session (the students had 
two sessions a week) the reading test in Persian was administered as another pretest, followed by the same reading 
strategy questionnaire to determine what strategies students would use in Persian. After the pretest, the 
experimental group received cognitive and metacognitive reading strategy treatment along with their regular 
classroom materials, but the control group was only taught their regular classroom materials.  
 
      Students should experience successful learning and develop independent learning skills with the support of the 
teacher. This process has been referred to as ‘scaffolding’. In this study for the scaffolding of the reading process 
the two central phases of Scaffolding Reading Experience (SRE) (Graves and Graves 1994, in Graves and Graves 
1995) were used as given below:  
a) The planning phase: In the planning phase the teacher should consider the students, the text, and the 
purpose(s) for reading; and, 
 b) The implementation phase: The implementation phase of SRE has three components: pre-reading, 
during reading, and post-reading activities.   
 
Apart from this, in this study three types of scaffolding as mentioned in McEwan (2004) were used as given below: 
1. People (teacher and peers) scaffolding: for this purpose the model of Collaborative Strategic 
Reading (CSR) developed by Klingner and Vaughn (1996, 1998) was adopted and adapted. It consists 
of four comprehension strategies that students apply before, during, and after reading in small 
cooperative groups. These reading strategies are: (a) preview (before reading); (b) click and clunk 
(during reading); (c) get the gist (during reading); and, (d) wrap-up (after reading). However, in people 
scaffolding three stages of I do it, We do it, and You do it, are implemented each of which will be 
explained below: 
A: I do it, A common method of teaching strategies is the teacher think-aloud method or modeling. I read the text 
by using the think-aloud technique and showed the students how to deal with the text strategically. Students learn 
four strategies of previewing (pre-reading), click and clunk, and getting the gist (while-reading), and wrapping up 
(post-reading) through teacher modeling.  
 
      I got the text and began to think aloud about the preview section. I asked myself questions such as Do I know 
anything about the topic? Do the pictures, graphs, diagrams, etc. give me a hint of the text content? What is the 
main idea? Then, I began to think aloud about the answer to these questions. In Klingner and Vaughn’s CSR model 
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there were two key activities for the preview stage (i.e., activating background knowledge and predicting about the 
text). However, the preview strategy is supported by the pre-reading strategies as fix-up strategies in order for CSR 
to suit the purposes of this study. After finishing the preview stage I began to think aloud about the text using the 
while reading Click (something that readers understand while reading), and Clunk (something that they don’t 
understand while reading) strategy. To model, I thought aloud as I read a paragraph asked myself Is everything 
clicking? Where are the clunks in the section that I am just reading? I then used fix-up strategies to figure out the 
clunks. Another while reading strategy is 'Getting the gist'. I began to think aloud using this strategy by asking 
myself questions about the most important person, place, or thing in the paragraph I was reading. 
 
       However, the click and clunk, and get the gist strategies are supported by the while-reading strategies as fix-up 
strategies in order for CSR to suit the purposes of this study. Then, I began to think aloud about the text using the 
post reading wrap up strategy as is mentioned in CSR, by generating questions, and reviewing. I began thinking 
aloud using questions mainly starting with who, what, when, where, why, and how. Then, I tried to find out the 
answers to my questions.I went through the text to re-read the difficult parts or find out more about the details. 
Then, the wrap up strategy was supported using the post reading strategies as fix-up strategies.  
 
B: We do it, in which the class is divided into cooperative groups to practice pre-reading, while-reading and post-
reading strategies together with supportive instruction from the teacher or the whole class using the three strategies 
of previewing, click and clunk, and getting the gist. Procedures for having cooperative learning groups are as 
follows. 
Set the stage. First, I randomly assigned students to groups of five. The group members' role would change every 
two or three sessions. The following five roles were given to the five members of the group: 
Leader: Tells the group what to read and what strategy (Pre-, While-, Post- reading strategy) to use.  
Clunk Expert: Reminds the group of the steps to follow when trying to figure out the clunk(s). 
Gist Expert: Guides the group toward getting the gist.  
Announcer: Calls on group members to read a passage or share an idea.  
Reporter: Reports to the class the main ideas the group learned and shares a favorite question the group has 
generated.  
 
C: You do it, in which the students are expected to use strategies more independently still by teacher's supportive 
scaffolding using the three support preview, click and clunk and get the gist strategies.  
2) Text scaffolding: Texts of reasonable reading difficulty and high interest to students were used. 
3) Task scaffolding: Learners were offered a range of possible reading tasks to help them deploy and 
transfer the strategies. Transfer is enhanced by task similarity. 
The course consisted of sixteen sessions of 70 minutes. After the treatment was over, both the Experimental 
and Control groups were given the posttests. 
 
 
3. Results and discussion 
              Independent samples ‘t’ test and repeated measure ANOVA were employed to compare the mean scores of 
the intermediate and advanced students from the control and experimental groups on the pretest and post test Farsi 
and English reading strategies questionnaire and reading comprehension test.  
 
Table 1: Mean pre-, and post-test scores in English reading test of students with intermediate and advanced 
level of proficiency of experimental and control groups 
 
GROUPS PROFICIENCY 
Groups Change 
Pre test                              Post test 
Mean       S.D                            Mean       S.D 
Control Intermediate 13.30 2.02 13.40 2.06 0.10 
Advanced 15.67 1.86 15.67 1.99 0.00 
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   As represented in table 1, the Repeated Measure ANOVA revealed that there was a significant change in the 
English reading scores from pre to post test situation irrespective of the groups.F value of 309.215 was found to be 
significant at .000 levels. 
 
  From the mean values it is evident in the pre test irrespective of the groups the mean score was 14.77 which was 
increased to 16.09 with the gain of 2.32 scores. 
     However, when the change of scores from pre to post test situation was considered with respect to groups, again 
a significant F value was observed (F=286.318; P<.000) indicating a differential gain for groups.  From the table we 
find that experimental group had a gain of 2.60 scores (From 15.05 to 17.65) whereas the control group had a gain 
of only .05 scores (from 14.48 to 14.53).  We can definitely say that experimental group which had undergone 
intervention of reading strategies instructions had gained better than control group, which had not undergone such 
intervention. (See table 1) 
 
      Hence, hypothesis 1a formulated as “There is no differential gain for experimental and control groups in English 
reading scores after the intervention” is rejected as the experimental group gained significantly higher than the 
control group.  
 
Table 2: Mean pre-, and post-test scores in Persian reading test of students with intermediate and advanced level 
of proficiency of experimental and control groups 
 
    As represented in table 2, in Persian reading test, repeated measure ANOVA revealed that there was a significant 
change in scores from pre to post test situation irrespective of the groups.  F value of 504.903 was found to be 
significant at .000 level.  
 
     From the mean values it is evident in the pre test irrespective of the groups the mean score was 15.23 which was 
increased to 17.23 with the gain of 1.45 scores. However, when the change of scores from pre to post test situation 
Total 14.48 2.27 14.53 2.31 0.05 
Experimental Intermediate 14.00 1.70 16.57 1.83 2.57 
Advanced 16.10 1.58 18.73 1.98 2.63 
Total 15.05 1.94 17.65 2.19 2.60 
Total 
 
 
Intermediate 13.65 1.89 14.98 2.51 1.33 
Advanced 15.88 1.73 17.20 2.50 1.32 
Total 14.77 2.12 16.09 2.73 1.32 
GROUPS PROFICIENCY 
Groups 
 
Change 
Pre test Post test 
Mean S.D Mean S.D 
Control Intermediate 14.43 1.57 14.53 1.70 0.10 
Advanced 16.93 2.08 17.03 2.11 0.10 
Total 15.68 2.22 15.78 2.28 0.10 
Experimental Intermediate 14.53 1.46 17.10 1.45 2.57 
Advanced 17.20 2.09 20.27 2.43 3.07 
Total 15.87 2.24 18.68 2.55 2.81 
Total 
 
 
Intermediate 14.48 1.50 15.82 2.03 1.34 
Advanced 17.07 2.07 18.65 2.79 1.58 
Total 15.78 2.22 17.23 2.81 1.45 
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was considered with respect to groups, again a significant F value was observed (F=438.034; P<.000) indicating a 
differential gain for groups.  From the table we find that the experimental group had a gain of 2.81 scores (From 
15.87 to 18.68) whereas the control group had a gain of only .10 scores (from 15.68 to 15.78).  We can definitely 
say that the experimental group which had undergone intervention of reading strategy instructions had gained better 
than the control group, which had not undergone such intervention. (See table 2) 
 
    Hypothesis 1b formulated as “Proficiency level of students will not have any significant influence over gain in 
scores from pre to post test situation in English reading scores” is accepted as there was no significant F value 
observed. 
 
Table 3: Results of repeated measure ANOVA for mean pre-, and post-test scores in English reading test of students 
with intermediate and advanced level of proficiency of experimental and control groups 
 
Source of variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square             F       Sig. 
Change 105.338 1 105.338 309.215                   
.000 
Change x Group 97.538 1 97.538 286.318 .0
Change x Proficiency .004 1 .004 .012 .9
Change x Group x Proficiency .104 1 .104   .306 .5
Change x Proficiency 39.517 116 .341 
 
    Further, gains with proficiency as well as gains with proficiency and groups were both found to be non-significant 
indicating that proficiency level of students did not influence the performance from pre to post test situation in 
English. (See table 3) 
 
    Therefore, hypothesis 2a formulated as “There is no differential gain for experimental and control groups in 
Persian reading scores after the intervention” is rejected as the experimental group gained significantly higher than 
the control group.  
 
Table 4: Results of repeated measure ANOVA for mean pre-, and post-test scores in Persian reading test of students 
with intermediate and advanced level of proficiency of experimental and control groups 
 
Source of variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square             F       Sig. 
Change  127.604 1 127.604 504.903                     
.000               .000 
Change x Group     110.704 1 110.704 438.034 .0
Change x Proficiency .938 1 .93                      3.709 .057 
Change x Group x Proficiency .938 1 .938 3.709 .0
Change x Proficiency 29.317 116 .253 
 
 Further, gains with proficiency as well as gains with proficiency and groups were both found to be non-significant 
1872   Seyed Hassan Talebi et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  98 ( 2014 )  1866 – 1875 
 
indicating that proficiency level of students did not influence the performance from pre to post test situation in 
Persian. (See table 4) 
 
      Hypothesis 2b formulated as “Proficiency level of students will not have any significant influence over gain in 
scores from pre to post test situation in Persian reading scores” is accepted as there was no significant F value 
observed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5: Mean pre-, and post-test scores in English cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies questionnaire of 
students with intermediate and advanced level of proficiency of experimental and control groups 
 
       As shown in table 5, Repeated Measure ANOVA revealed that there was a significant change in scores from pre 
to post test situation in English strateg questionnaire scores irrespective of the groups.  F value of 3337.064 was 
found to be significant at .000 level. From the mean values it is evident in the pre test irrespective of the groups the 
mean score was 44.39 which was increased to 77.04 with the gain of 32.65 scores. However, when the change of 
scores from pre to post test situation was considered with respect to groups, again a highly significant F value was 
observed (F=2921.599; P<.000) indicating a differential gain for groups.  From the table we find that experimental 
group had a gain of 63.20 scores (from 44.92 to 108.12) whereas the control group had a gain of only 2.10 scores 
(from 43.87 to 45.97).  We can definitely say that experimental group which had undergone intervention of reading 
strategy instructions had gained better than control group, which had not undergone such intervention. (See table 5) 
 
    Thus, hypothesis 3a formulated as “There is no differential gain for experimental and control groups in English 
reading strategy scores after the intervention” is rejected as the experimental group gained significantly higher than 
the control group.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GROUPS PROFICIENCY 
Groups  Change 
Pre test Post test 
Mean S.D Mean S.D 
Control Intermediate 40.57 11.24 42.17 12.03 1.60 
Advanced 47.17 8.47 49.77 8.41 2.60 
Total 43.87 10.41 45.97 10.98 2.10 
Experimental Intermediate 43.00 6.53 104.63 4.71 61.63 
Advanced 46.83 4.81 111.60 6.06 64.77 
Total 44.92 6.01 108.12 6.43 63.20 
Total 
 
 
Intermediate 41.78 9.20 73.40 32.77 31.62 
Advanced 47.00 6.83 80.68 32.01 33.68 
Total 44.39 8.48 77.04 32.47 32.65 
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Table 6: Mean pre-, and post-test scores in Persian cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies questionnaire of 
students with intermediate and advanced level of proficiency of experimental and control groups 
 
      As table 6 represents, Repeated measure ANOVA revealed that there was a significant change in scores from pre 
to post test situation in Persian reading strategy scores irrespective of the groups.  F value of 3872.278 was found to 
be significant at .000 level.  From the mean values it is evident in the pre test irrespective of the groups the mean 
score was 46.38 which was increased to 76.72 with the gain of 30.34 scores.  
 
     However, when the change of scores from pre to post test situation was considered with respect to groups, again 
a highly significant F value was observed (F=3418.346; P<.000) indicating a differential gain for groups.  From the 
table we find that the experimental group had a gain of 30.34 scores (from 46.38 to 76.72) whereas the control group 
had a gain of only 1.83 scores (from 47.20 to 49.03).  We can definitely say that the experimental group which had 
undergone intervention of reading strategy instructions had gained better than control group, which had not 
undergone such intervention.Hypothesis verification indicated that hypothesis 3b formulated as “There is no 
differential gain for experimental and control groups in Persian reading strategies questionnaire scores after the 
intervention” is rejected as experimental group gained significantly higher than control group. 
 
Table 7: Results of repeated measure ANOVA for mean pre-, and post-test scores in English cognitive and 
metacognitive reading strategies questionnaire of students with intermediate and advanced level of proficiency of 
experimental and control groups 
Source of variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square             F       Sig. 
Change 63961.350 1 63961.350  3337.064          .000 
Change x Group 55998.150 1 55998.150 2921.599 .000
Change x Proficiency 64.067 1 55998.150 3.343 .070
Change x Group x Proficiency 17.067 1 17.067 .890 .347
Change x Proficiency 2223.367 116 19.167 
 
   Further, gains with proficiency as well as gains with proficiency and groups were both found to be non-significant 
GROUPS 
PROFICIENCY 
Groups Change 
Pre test Post test 
Mean 
43.67 
S.D 
9.59 
Mean 
45.50 
S.D 
10.16 
Advanced 50.73 7.46 52.57 7.27 1.84 
Total 47.20 9.23 49.03 9.45 1.83 
Experimental Intermediate 43.43 8.53 103.13 4.31 59.70 
Advanced 47.70 4.10 105.67 5.85 57.97 
Total 45.57 6.98 104.40 5.25 58.83 
Total 
 
 
Intermediate 43.55 9.00 74.32 30.07 30.77 
Advanced 49.22 6.16 79.12 27.56 29.90 
Total 46.38 8.19 76.72 28.82 30.34 
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indicating that proficiency level of students did not influence the performance from pre to post test situation. (See 
table 7) 
 
    Hypothesis 4a formulated as “Proficiency level of students will not have any significant influence over gain in 
scores from pre to post test situation in English reading strategy scores” is accepted as there was no significant F 
value observed.  
 
Table 8: Results of repeated measure ANOVA for mean pre-, and post-test scores in cognitive and metacognitive 
reading strategies questionnaire of students with intermediate and advanced level of proficiency of experimental and 
control groups 
 
Source of variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square             F       Sig. 
Change 55206.667 1 55206.667 3872.278 .000 
Change x Group 48735.000 1 48735.000 3418.346 .000 
Change x Proficiency 11.267 1 11.267 .790 .376 
Change x Group x Proficiency 11.267 1 11.267 .790 .376 
Change x Proficiency 1653.800 116 14.257 
 
   Further, gains with proficiency as well as gains with proficiency and groups were both found to be non-significant 
indicating that proficiency level of students did not influence the performance from pre to post test situation. (See 
table 8) 
 
    Hypothesis 4b formulated as “Proficiency level of students will not have any significant influence over gain in 
scores from pre to post test situation in Persian  reading strategy scores” is accepted as there was no significant F 
value observed. 
 
 
4. Conclusion and Implication 
This study was intended to raise reading autonomy in L2 and L1 as a result of CMRSI in L2. It has been 
found that through reading strategy instruction in L2 the students' reading strategy awareness and effective use as 
well as reading ability both in L2 (in which strategy instruction was given) and L1 (in which no strategy instruction 
was given) increased. However, the interesting thing in this study is that autonomy in L1 (the dominant language for 
learners) happened as a result of improvements in L2 (the less dominant language) reading strategy awareness and 
reading performance. The role of language learning strategy instruction in promoting learner autonomy is widely 
recognized (Cohen 1998; Yang 2003). As Thanasoulas (2002) maintains among the conditions, cognitive and 
metacognitive strategies are two conditions for the autonomous learning. Research findings also show that 
metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive strategies have a powerful role in learner autonomy (Dickinson 1987; 
Rivers 2001).  
 
Autonomy can be seen as an attitude towards learning in which the learner is ready to take responsibility 
for his own learning (Dickinson 1995). Yamashita (2004) examined the relationship between L1 and L2 reading 
attitudes, and learners' performance in L2 extensive reading and found that the affective domain of reading 
(attitudes) transfers from L1 to L2. Such students have the potential to improve in L2 in the future, because their 
positive reading attitude is likely to encourage them to obtain input from reading.  
It is concluded that readers read best if their reading is supported by employing cognitive and 
metacognitive reading strategies, and if they are encouraged to transfer reading strategies from one task to another 
within a language or between languages. It seems that if our students are not autonomous in their L1, by helping 
them obtain autonomy in L2, we can witness great changes in their attitudes toward reading in their L1 reading 
endeavors.  
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